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IVif f erences betveen ^reshsair expectations at the ' ^ 
Onive'^sity of Maryland^ in 1968 aliid^ 1^^ froa 
College ^nd Oniversity Environment Scales (COES)^^ Tvo editions of 
COE^h a ve be^n published. CDES I consists of ^.T50 stat about ; 

university life, that help to define the ataos^here jof th€t institution 
as seen by the student. The five scales are practicality, coaaunityr ^ 
avaren ess# propriety, and scholarship. CUES if includes four aajor , 
changes: (1) the norms are based on a larger sample; (2) the items 
that had best discriminated betreen institu^ons were kept while 
others vere eliminated; (3) new items irere introduced in an attempt 
to ^^^P pace vith..changing trends; smd' C'O^ tv ne^ scales were added 
(campois morale) amd (guality of teaching/f aculty-^tudeiit: 
relationships) . During the summer of 1969 CUES I mas ^ministered ^o 
484 students and COES II was administered to 593 'stgdgaht's who wece 
ent.ering the University. Large changes were recorde9%rom^^1968 to ^ 
"*hree of ibhe *f ±"?e-^^ COES-It- wa r enessV 1?go prx etyy--gmd-^ 

scholarship. A stress on self, society, and intellectual discipline 
is expected* ta be less important by the 'l 969 incoming freshmen, while 
caution and though tfulness' a]:e expected to be more evident. Only on 
the* propriety scale idid the COES' II results differ from th'e COES I. 
results. It is concluded that '"propriety" eis" measured by COES^^ is 
something 4if Cerent from **propriety** as measured by COES I^|b<SiV 
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Summary 

Incomfng freshmen responded to the Cbllegd and University Enviroriwent 

Scales (CUES) during the 1969 summer orientation in termsof their jcxpecta- 

t ions of* tine University of • Maryland A profile bf expectations was forme<i 

using both CUES I (N-^^X antl. CiJES II (N-593) . The data were analyzed to 

•determtne the relationships between the CUES I results and^ the CUES II 

results 'and between the J 968 results and the 1969 results. 

■ * ■ • • • 

Large changes were recorded from 1968 to, 1969 on three of the five scales 

in CUES I - Awareness; Propriety, and Scholarship. A stress on self society, 

and Tntel lectual discipline is expected^^to be less important by the 196^^ in- 

coming freshmen, while caution and thought fulness fare expect^ to oe more 

evident. - ' * . 

Gnly on 'the Propri^^y 'scale did the CUES>II results differ from the' CUES T 

'results. It is concluded d^t " "Propriety'<^ as measued by CUES II \s something 

different f^om "Propriety'' as measured by CUES K 



, Researchers have used various methods to describe the differences anjong; 
college envi ronmen^ts,. These include demographic studies, studies of ^tud^nt 
body composition, behavfoV studies, and studies of perceived environments 
Into this last category fal,ls the College S University Envl rc/nment ^cales. 
(CUES). * ' . . . . . " , / ' 

Two editions of CUfeS have been published \ CUES I consists of 150 state- 



ments Sbout university life that help to define the atmosphere of the institu- 
tion as seen by the student. The student is directed to decide If each state- 
ment is generally true <ir false about his school . It is divided Into, five . 
scales that reflect the areas friL which college and unl versi ty- envi ronments 

were found to, differ: Practicality, Community, Aw«renes^ Propriety, and 

'* .■ ; . *■ . • ' 

Scholarship. Appendix A defines each of these scales. 

Cues ri is slmi-lar to CUES I but includes four major changes: (l%the * 

. , . * # ^ 

nprms in CUES II* are based on'a l.arger saifiple; (2) the items that had best 

A* 

tfiscrimlnated between institutions were kept while others were eliminated; 
\j[3>- ne*f i tems were Introckicei ^^ afip^ atte^ ta keep |>ece with xhanging^ trends; 
•^4) two inew scales were ad<^d.- (Cdmpus Morale) and (Qual i ty of Teaching/Facul ty 
Srtudent relationship^)?. 

This survey 'of CO Meet fve' percept I orts assumes that the environment is 

■/ . -; ■* >•,., ■ ■ , ■ • ^ 

what the people-who l ive' in it perceive it to be.^ "Even If one grants the 
poss/bility of sehf-deception on ar^large scale, the perceived reality, what- 
ever ^it is, influences o4.s behavior and respjnse. Thus, real isi ti«l ly, 
what Reople t'hink is true is true Tor then^." (Pace, 1967, p7) 

' During the freshman or ientat ton program.of 1968, CUES ( waS" administered 

* • ■ ' -/v. \- . ' ' \ ^ ' ^ ■ ■ 

at the^Univerijty of and Lynch and Sedlacek (1969a) reported the • 



results/ By giving the COBS to i ncom I ng freshmen who had n^t yet attended the 

• University, these Researchers wert'able to obtain a measure of expectaticyis -of 

the University- Thl-s study found t hart ''Maryland locks, to tfeese students., much 

the same as other campuses look xs> their incoming freshmen (Lynch and 

'^j^cek, 1969a Summary). During their'se^d semester, these same freshmen ^ 

responded to CUES I again, gi.ving a measur^pf their percept ions, of th^ 

University (Chapman 6- Sedlacek, 1969). thc» perceptions were found to be, • 

closer fo national norms than the expectations prev^iously reported. The per- - 

ceptions of the University of members of the student 'af'f a i rs staff were also 

measured, using CUES I, by Lynch and Sedlacek (1969 b). Research at other 

institutions" using CUES h^s i ndicated that upperc I assmen differ fror) freshme^ 

) 

and ^hat facul ty members differ from both of these in the! i-^percept ions of the 

. • - ' ' ■ ■ \ . . • . 

college or uni vers i ty envi ronment (Pace, . 1 966) . " / ' 

The purpose* of this study was to examine di fferences "between incoming . 
Student perceptions of the ilnlverslty in 1968 and 1969. 

■ ■ ■ ' . V ' ■ •• ■■ 

During the suimier of. 1969 CUES I and CUES I! v<ere administered to samples 
of U/Sk and 59J, respectively, of the entering freshmen attend i ng^ the University 
of Maryland orientation program. The students werey€i rected to respond to the 
CU^S items in terms oT^iat they expected the University of Maryland to be like 

The results, of the administration of CUES were scored in three ways: (a) 
mean scores; (b) "66+" m.ethod; (c) "66+/33-'' i^thod. Percenti le equivalents 
are also 'presented'^to enable comparisons to be made between CUES I and CUES II 
and -to the data obtained in I968 by Lynch and Sedlacek^ 



3. 



The 66+ method of ^scoring is a technique of scoring often used in 
opinion polling. A ratio of 2:1 is arbitrarily chosen as a minimum level of 
consensus necessary to call an item *'characteri st icV of the institution. This 
calls for a 66%/J3% split or greater. The* number of items in a scale answered 
in the keyed direction of 66% or more of the students is the score obtained on 
that scale by the University. 

The 66+/33" method takes in^o account the possibility of a negative con- 
.census of 2:1 or greater. Starting with the 66+ score, Jthe number of items 
answered in the 'keyed direction by 33% or fe»/er of the students is subtracted. 
(A more detailed description of these scoring procedures may^be found in Pace, 
1969). , •V'/.- " ^ . ' 5 

Graphic comparisons were made by t tests for differences between years 
and by percentile data based on the 66+ and 66+/33- methods in comparing 

" "'V y*^ ■ ' ■ 

CUES I and CUES II. • 

■ % " - ■ ■ . " ■■ 

Resul t5 

1968 data compared to 1969 data : Tabjje 1 shoWs that the expectations of the 
University of Maryland freshmenvdid not change from I968 on the Practicality 
and Community scales; However, the differences on Awareness, Propriety and 
Scholarship were all si^iflcant at the .01 level. The expectations reported 
in 1969 alsa differed from the expectations of the. national norm group report- 
ed by Pace (1966). Hjere mean scores are used for compari son, 

CUES I compared to CUES 1 1 : A -comparison of the/CUiES I and CUESN^I data ob- 
tained from entering freehmen i the summer of 1969 is presented in Figure 1 . 
Percentile data is used here to enable a comparison between the tv^o instruments. 
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There were no significant differences (.OS tevel) on any scale except 
Propriety. Propriety as measured by CUES II was significantly higher than 
Propriety as measued by CUES I . --"^ 



Discussion 

The study had two objectives: (1) to see if student expectations of the 
University of Maryland had changed from 1968 to 1969; and (2) to see if CUES I 
and CUES II yield the same results for the University of Maryland. • 

Student expectations had changed from 1968 to 1969 on three of the five 

scales that compose CUES I. Using the descriptions of the five scales given 

by Pace, (I963> PP- 2^-25) » these changes can be seen ^ reflecting a change 

away from a concern with se^f-understanding, reflect iv^ess, and identity in 

the student expectations. A stress oneself, society, and esthetics is still ' 

greatly expected, but less so than the previous year. Propriety is the only 

dimension that was seen to increase. The atthosphere is expected to be more 

•mannerly, considerate-, and proper thar| it was the year before. The freshmen 

expect an academic, scholarly environment at the University of Maryland; however, 

expectations have decreased between 1968 and 1969- Intellectual speculation, 

an interest in i deas^^as- i deas , knowledge for Its own sake, and intellectual 

i # 
discipline are .a I f expected to^be less characteristic of the University in 

1969. 

Some cxpectat\ons did not;change. In 1969 as reported of 1968 by Lynch 
and Sedlacek ( l969,H4«niai3)rH ' 

Freshmen expect that at the University of Maryland, procedures, personal 
status, and practical benefits are slightly Important; that order and super- 
. ^^islon are somewhat characteristic and that some status is gained by doing 
«haC is expected. They anticipate a slightly friendly, cohesive, and group- 
centered campus, with a moderately congenial atmosphere. 



ERIC 



• V 



The jJiffer^nces between the two yeers ere so* lerge^as to ^orcc one to 
wonder how the Ui^iversity could have chapged that nHj(U» in a single year. It 
seems improbable that ?t has. The most parsimonious explanation is that tl5e 
^samples were not comparable to one another, althou9h the groups were drawn 
similarly, and each represented a reasonabfe cross-section of entering freshmen. 
Additional^, the CUES is designed tp' yield simi lar'^esul ts regardless of the 
other characteristics of students. * • 

Another possible explanation is that the standards against which the 
students are comparing the University of Maryland are changing more rapidly, 
than is the University itself. In part icular, AChe responses given to CUES 
items are never absolj|tes. The responses call for personal opinions. In. answer- 
ing, the 'student must rcpond relative to some standard he has established. Since 
most students have not attended any other colleges or universities, the only 
standards they have available to them are what they have "heard^^ about other . 
campuses. The news media are keeping the populace well informed as to wh^ is 
happening of a revolutionary or violent nature on campuses all over the country, 
ft is probabty these news media prescntatfons that the incoming freshmen are 
comparing to the University of Maryland. ^ 

' In particular, the years 1968 and 1969 have seen increasing amounts of 
unrest on university campuses. This increased unrest "there'* while none was 
observed "here" may well be responsibKc for the huge changes measured by 
CUES I Support is given to this hypothesis by. the fact that the sc«^» that are 
changed arc those iwost di rectl^ related to campus unrest - Awareness, f^r^ygriet y, 
and Scholarship, 



Just what CUES measures is therefore in question. It does not, in any* 
absolute sense^ measure the c*)pus. Rather it measures an interaction of 
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what the student thinks the campus Is like and what th« student knows about 
other campuses. CUES scores would be expected to change even if the Univer- 
si ty remains constant if what the student knows about other institutions 
changes. But in a period of apparent rapid change !n Untve.rslty and college 

environment* the CUES may be useful only as an historical measure and of little 

♦ 

use in predicting the future environment. 

Whatever.it is that CUES T is measuring, CUES II, is measuring the same 
thing. ^On six of the seven scales^ the percenti le scores yielded by CUES II 
vitre the same as those given 1>y CUES I This is to be expected since the items 
on CUES II that are used in calculating the scale scores are all taken from' 
CUES I ^k>ne o'f the new items added to CUES II are used In forming the scores. 
However, it does appear llkely.'that the Propriety scale of CUES II measures 
something different than the Propriety scale on CUES I. 

Coric lusions 

There is some doubt as to wh^tc the CUES Is measuring « In all fairness to 
Pace, he did not devise the scale to measure expectations but rather actual 
perception. Expectations may^ simply be less stable than perception of the 
environment. 

Another difficulty is that confusion occurs as to what CUES is supposed 
to measure. Often people believe that CUES is attempting to measure character- 
istics of the university, rather than characteristics of the university env? ron* 
ment . The distinction is most clear on the Scholarship scale. A low CUES score 
on scholarship does rfiot mean that the institution has low scholarship. It means 
instead that the general feeling on campus Is that scholarship rs relatWely 
unimportant on that campus. 

s 



Th«r« S6fl(i4||^ttl« doubt that CUES I and CUES il are measuring the )«»nc 
thing. Since. CUES II does It more efficiently than does CUES I (it use* 100 
items to measure what CUES I taltes 150 item* to measure), there would >eem to 
be iTttl© v^Iue in the continued use of CUES I - especielly in the light of 
the greater date available on the reliability of CUES II . 

fUny uses for CUES remain unexplored. The measurement of. faculty per- 
ception is a logical next step. Student affairs administrators have given 
their perceptions of the Unlvers/ity of Maryland and an "ideal** institution 
(Lynch and Sedlacek, 19^9 b).^Thls same format could be followed with other 
groups. Additionally, with the unrest that took place during the spring of 
1970, it may be that students now perceive the environment of the University 
differently. Measuring the extent and direction of the changes may prove 
fruitful . 
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H«to OlfftrtflCfi Bctwttn tht University of Hiryliod 1961 md 1969 
•nd Nitlortai Noi^t on CUES Exp«ctAtlons at 
Mtisurtd by CUES i 

# 





National 


U. of Md. 




U. of Md. 






Scftt 


Norm 


1968 


1968 


1969 


1969 


t 




Expfctations 


Expectations 


S.O. 


Expectations 




(1968 vs. 1969) 


PrKticatlty 


15.2 


1 

17.77 


3.07 


17.96 - 


3.17 


.18 


Comnunlty 


2V5 


19.87 




21. M 


ii.56 


1.22 


« 


20.5 


2^.11 


kMS 


19.60 


4.16 


3.27** 


Propriety 




13.59 


^♦.55 


2^.15 


4.68 


8.87** 


Scholarship 




^22.53 •* 




11.98 


3:80 


9.02** ' 



** Significant at .01 level 
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Figure I Percentile Compari 
PercentMes shomm 



son of CUES 1 and CUES 1 1 Scores , U. 
are from /ace« (1969). < 
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Canpus Quality of 
Morale Teach i ng 
of Hd.. 1969 



' V^;. Appendix A 
INTEftjRETATIQN OF C^ES SCALES 



K Practical ity ; To what .extent does the campus atmosphere -wphasizev the con- 
crete and realistic rather thai>^the abstract and speculative? 
A' high score indicates 'that organization, system and procedure 
are important, as well as status and practieaV l>enef i t . Also, 
order and supervision are charafcterrstic of the administration 
and ofthe classwork.^: , . 



2. Commun i ty ; 



3. Awareness: 
h. Propriety ; 



5. Scholarship! 



Is the^nvironrneAt cohesive andc support ive? Does a con^cern ^ 
for group welfare and a feel ing of group loyalty pervade th^ 
campus? High scares indicate a supportive and sympathetic en- 
vironment*; low scores'suggelSt one where privacy* is Important" 
and detachment preva4ei>t^ ' " . - 

How much concern^is there, for self-understanding and identity? 
How iflfich active interest ii, there in a wide, range of^esthetic 
formsf^ How pronounced i*s pj&rsonaV i nvol vem<&nt i#i th the world's 
problems and the condition of man? / . ' 

Decorum, politeness*, ctJhs iteration, thoughfulness and. caution 
are elements of this scaled A \CM score w<51jM indicate an . 
atmosphere that is relatively, demonstrative and assertive, more 
'free-wheeling than polite and .mannerly. 

This scale reflects interest in schoUrship, iin academic, 
achievement and competi tion 'for 'i tA High scores indicate em- 
phasis upon intellectual speculation, interest in ideas as , 
ideas and in-the pursuifof ETrow^^ge for its own sake. " ■ 



Source; Pace, Robert C. Comparisons of CUES results from different groups 
of reporters' Educational Testing Service, 1967- . ^ %. 
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